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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -6, and 8-29 are presented for examination; claims 1,11, and 26 
independent. The Office acknowledges the cancellation of claim 7. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on August 
9, 2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 11-12, 16, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Motoyama (USPN 5,819,110) in view of Reilly (USPN 6427,164). 

4. Referring to claim 1 , Motoyama discloses a computer network for providing 
services (i.e. monitoring, controlling, and diagnosing operation of a machine, e.g. 
abstract), comprising: 
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a plurality of computing elements 26, 30, 34, (Figure 1) each of which comprises 
computing resources for supporting one or more services (see above); 

a redirector (mail server), communicatively connected to each of said computing 
elements, configured to receive email from an email server (an inherent feature, since 
only an email server can send email to another email server) configured to serve as an 
email proxy (Figure 5; col. 6, line 58 to col. 7, line 26); 

wherein said services are controlled by email messages routed by said redirector 
among said plurality of computing elements (Figure 7; col. 6, line 58 to col. 7, line 26; 
col. 8, lines 11-28). 

Motoyama does not specifically disclose a mail server separate from the 
redirector for receiving and routing email. In analogous art, Reilly discloses another 
computer network for providing services which comprises a mail server 140 for 
receiving (i.e. from the desktop system 110) and routing (i.e. to email server 240) email, 
which is separate from a redirector (i.e. email server 240) which acts as an email proxy . 
for a plurality of computing elements (i.e. desktop systems in domain 2) (Figure 2; col. 
6, line 50 to col. 7, line 25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the teaching of Reilly with Motoyama since Motoyama discloses that an 
email server exists on the system, however does not go into details one of ordinary skill 
in the art would need in order to sufficiently forward an email from the user to the mail 
server of Motoyama, leading one of ordinary skill in the art to search for other email 
systems which disclose the email forwarding process between servers, eventually 
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finding the system of Reilly and its description of forwarding an email between email 
servers. 

5. Referring to claim 2, Motoyama discloses each of the computing elements has a 
service handler (i.e. parsing process) (Figure 7; col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 10); and 

said service handler on a computing element extracts an access function (i.e. 
action) from an incoming email message and complies with said extracted access 
function (Figure 6; col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 10). 

6. Referring to claim 3, Motoyama discloses said redirection comprises a mail 
router (i.e. mail server) for routing email messages (col. 7, lines 27-44). 

7. Referring to claim 8, Motoyama discloses comprising a firewall 14 (Figure 1) 
through which email messages are received, said redirector being protected within said 
firewall (Figure 1; col. 7, lines 7-45). 

8. Referring to claim 9, Motoyama discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 8. Motoyama does not specifically disclose the client is a web client 
within the firewall to obtain access to said services. Motoyama does disclose that the 
workstations in the first network 6 can include IBM PC's, UNIX machines, or Apple 
Macintoshes (col. 3, lines 20-25) which are well known to be able to provide email to 



Application/Control Number: 10/052,612 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2143 

users. Therefore one of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to provide service to a machine within the firewall in order to facilitate 
authentication and reduce overhead processing relating to security issues. 

9. Claims 11-12, 16-18, and 21 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
Furthermore Motoyama discloses sending a response email message following 
compliance with said extracted access function (col. 8, lines 1-10) and Reilly discloses 
receiving an email message addressed to said redirector (i.e. email server 240 in 
domain 2) (col. 7, lines 1-25). 

Claims 4-6, 10, 13-15, 19-20 and 22-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Motoyama in view of Reilly in view of Weber et al. (USPN 
6,480,901) (hereinafter Weber). 

1 0. Referring to claim 4, Motoyama in view of Reilly discloses the invention 
substantively as described in claim 1 . Motoyama in view of Reilly does not specifically 
disclose the redirector comprises a service handler for extracting an access function 
from a message and transmitting commands or data to the computing elements. In 
analogous art, Weber discloses another computer network for providing services 
wherein a redirector extracts access functions from messages and transmits commands 
to the elements (e.g. abstract). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Weber with 
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Motoyama and Reilly in order to allow the email clients of Motoyama to address the 
proxy server system of Weber in order to be able to incorporate a plurality of different 
devices utilizing different protocols to the network without requiring the user know 
beforehand what the specific form for the protocol and device in question, thereby 
providing a common platform for management as well as only one point wherein 
updates are required, thereby reducing complexity of the overall system. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 5, Motoyama discloses the data is a service (i.e. action) 
(Figure 7; col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 10). 

12. Referring to claim 6, Motoyama in view of Weber disclose the invention 
substantively as described in claim 4. Motoyama in view of Weber further disclose the 
data is a specified location where a service can be accessed (Weber, col. 17, lines 53- 
63). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Weber with Motoyama in order to allow the email 
clients of Motoyama to address the proxy server system of Weber in order to be able to 
incorporate a plurality of different devices utilizing different protocols to the network 
without requiring the user know beforehand what the specific form for the protocol and 
device in question, thereby providing a common platform for management as well as 
only one point wherein updates are required, thereby reducing complexity of the overall 
system. 
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1 3. Referring to claim 1 0, Motoyama discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 9. Motoyama does not specifically disclose generating web pages 
related to the services of the web client. In analogous art, Weber disclose the proxy 
server generating web pages related to the services for the client (Figure 7; col. 14, 
lines 23-41 ). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Weber with Motoyama in order to allow 
the email clients of Motoyama to address the proxy server system of Weber in order to 
be able to incorporate a plurality of different devices utilizing different protocols to the 
network without requiring the user know beforehand what the specific form for the 
protocol and device in question, thereby providing a common platform for management 
as well as only one point wherein updates are required, thereby reducing complexity of 
the overall system. 

14. Claims 13-15, 19-20, and 22-29 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1-6, and 8-29 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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17. Applicant employs broad language, which includes the use of word, and phrases 
(i.e. "serve as an email proxy", "services", etc.), which have broad meanings in the art. 
In addition, Applicant has not argued any narrower interpretation of the claim language, 
nor amended the claims significantly enough to construe a narrower meaning to the 
limitations. As the claims breadth allows multiple interpretations and meanings, which 
are broader than Applicant's disclosure, the Examiner is forced to interpret the claim 
limitations as broadly and as reasonably possible, in determining patentability of the 
disclosed invention. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir.1993). Failure for Applicant to significantly 
narrow definition/scope of the claims and supply arguments commensurate in scope 
with the claims implies the Applicant intends broad interpretation be given to the claims. 
The Examiner has interpreted the claims with scope parallel to the Applicant in the 
response, and reiterates the need for the Applicant to more clearly and distinctly, define 
the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). . 
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August 30, 2005 




WILLIAM C. VAUGHN, JR. 
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